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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, April 30, 1992

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:
Give us we pray, O God, the gift of
faithfulness. We recognize the demands
for decisions that are on every side and
we experience the competing voices
and the range of motivations that call
for our attention. Yet, we earnestly
pray, gracious God, that in our
thoughts and words and actions we
will, above all else, be faithful to the
high calling that Your Word has given
to us. For You have shown us, O God,
what is good—to do justice, to love
mercy, and to walk humbly with You.
Amen.

—

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] to lead the House in
the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

1 pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

PRESIDENT BUSH'S EXTENSION OF
MORATORIUM

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, Govern-
ment regulations levied on American
businesses cost taxpayers $400 to $500
billion every year sucking precious re-
sources and vitality out of our econ-
omy. Congress passes these regulations
in the name of the American consumer
who picks up the tab for Government's
great ideas each time a product is pur-
chased whose price includes the rising
expense of complying with an ever-in-
creasing array of Government require-
ments.

President Bush has made a commit-
ment to reducing the regulatory bur-
den on our economy. Yesterday, he an-
nounced the extension of the morato-
rium for another 4 months.

The success of the moratorium is un-
deniable. The number of rules proposed
by Federal regulators has been cut in
half. This cut, combined with an ag-
gressive effort to revise current regula-
tions, could save $10 to $20 billion in
business costs passed on to consumers.
Reforms that have taken place since
January 28 will save Americans at
least $15 to $20 billion per year or $225
to $300 per family per year.

I applaud President Bush for taking
this critical action and commend Vice

President DAN QUAYLE for the good-

hard work of the Council on Competi-
tiveness in working to restore fairness
to American consumers and competi-
tiveness to American businesses.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
make an announcement.

After consultation with the majority
and minority leaders, and with their
consent and approval, the Chair an-
nounces that during the joint meeting
to hear an address by His Excellency
Richard von Weizsaecker, only the
doors immediately opposite the Speak-
er and those on his right and left will
be open.

No one will be allowed on the floor of
the House who does not have the privi-
lege of the floor of the House.

Children of Members will not be per-
mitted on the floor and the cooperation
of all Members is requested.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, April 9,
1992, the House will stand in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 3 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE
AND SENATE TO HEAR AN AD-
DRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY
PRESIDENT RICHARD VON
WEIZSAECKER OF THE FEDERAL
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

The Speaker of the House presided.

The Doorkeeper, the Honorable
James T. Molloy, announced the Presi-
dent pro tempore and Members of the
U.S. Senate who entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent pro tempore taking the chair at
the right of the Speaker, and the Mem-
bers of the Senate the seats reserved
for them.

The SPEAKER. On the part of the
House, the Chair appoints as members
of the committee to escort His Excel-
lency Richard von Weizsaecker into the
Chamber:

The gentleman from Missouri, Mr.
GEPHARDT;

The gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
BONIOR;

The gentleman from Maryland, Mr.
HOYER;

The gentleman from Florida, Mr.
FASCELL;
The gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
MICHEL;
The gentleman from Georgia, Mr.
GINGRICH;
The gentleman from California, Mr.

LEWIS; and

The gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
BROOMFIELD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
President pro tempore of the Senate, at
the direction of that body, appoints the
following Senators as members of the
committee on the part of the Senate to
escort His Excellency Richard von
Weizsaecker into the Chamber:

The Senator from Maine, Mr. MITCH-
ELL;

The Senator from Rhode Island, Mr.
PELL;

The Senator from Illinois, Mr. SIMON;

The Senator from Virginia, Mr. ROBB;

The Senator from Hawaii, Mr.
AKAKA;

The Senator from Kansas, Mr. DOLE;

The Senator from Mississippi, Mr.
COCHRAN;

The Senator from Indiana, Mr.
LUGAR; and

The Senator from South Dakota, Mr.
PRESSLER.

The Doorkeeper announced the am-
bassadors, ministers, and charges d’af-
faires of foreign governments.

The ambassadors, ministers, and
charges d’affaires of foreign govern-
ments entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seats re-
served for them.

At 11 o’clock and 3 minutes a.m., the
Doorkeeper announced the President of
the Federal Republic of Germany.

The President of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, escorted by the com-
mittee of Senators and Representa-
tives, entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives, and stood at the
Clerk’'s desk.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

The SPEAKER. Members of the Con-
gress, it is my great privilege and I
deem it a high honor and personal
pleasure to present to you His Excel-
lency Richard von Weizsaecker, Presi-
dent of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many.

O'This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [ 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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[Applause, the Members rising.]

ADDRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY
PRESIDENT RICHARD VON
WEIZSAECKER OF THE FEDERAL
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

President voN WEIZSAECKER. Mr.
Speaker, Mr. President, distinguished
Members of Congress, honored guests,
may I, to start with, refer to the
*Sleeping Beauty,” by which, of
course, I do not mean this august as-
sembly after having been exposed to a
few sentences of mine, but the classical
ballet which will be presented tonight
as part of my invitation to the Ken-
nedy Center for the Performing Arts.
What is the significance, so I have been
repeatedly asked of showing this ballet
tonight?

I will not venture to renarrate that
age-old German fairytale, but let me
try to give you a parable: You might, if
you like, attribute the active role of
the story, that of the prince, to Amer-
ica. For the “‘Sleeping Beauty' I leave
the role for your imagination to pick,
but here is my offer for this morning:

The ‘“‘Sleeping Beauty' is ‘“life, lib-
erty and the pursuit of happiness’’ for
all mankind, kissed awake by the
prince. Following his first astonishing
success more than 200 years ago, he
moved on to continue his blissful mis-
sion and reached—about 2 years ago—
Eastern Europe including the eastern
part of my own country. As we all
know, some more kisses may be needed
to unveil the full beauty, but there is
confidence in his ongoing irresistible
drive.

[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker and Mr. President,
thank you for giving me the floor. It is
an outstanding honor for me to speak
as the first head of state of United Ger-
many to the Congress of the United
States of America. I will say a few
words about American-German rela-
tions, past, present, and future.

It is an exceptional story. Back in
1867, Senator Charles Sumner from
Massachusetts wrote: ‘“‘God grant that
the day may soon dawn when all Ger-
many shall be one.”” At the time, your
Nation had just concluded a bitter civil
war. In the meantime, my country and
its neighbors had been through a period
of sharp divisions, ideological struggle,
devastating nationalism, dictatorship,
and crime against humanity. But in
the light of recent developments, Sen-
ator Sumner’s vision reflects the inspi-
ration and assistance we, Germans,
have received in the lifetime of my
generation from you, from America
and its people.

When misery prevailed in Europe
after World War 1I, America reached
out and helped in a magnanimous way
unparalleled in the history of victori-
ous world powers. That support was in-
tended for everyone, including defeated
enemies. America gave expression to
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its own dignity by honoring the dignity
of other peoples.

More than 10 million soldiers served
far away from home in Europe over the
span of half a century. on wateh for lib-
erty, culminating in the unforgettable
Berlin airlift when that city was cut
off from its supplies by Stalin’'s block-
ade.

You helped us recover and rebuild a
solid democracy. Together we grew
into a reliable partnership and forceful
alliance that finally helped in a crucial
way to bring about the end of the divi-
sion of Europe. We, Germans, will
never forget the warm wave of sym-
pathy among American citizens when
the wall in Berlin came down. And then
for the first time in my country's his-
tory unity was achieved without threat
or violence, in accord with all neigh-
bors and in unfaltering continuation of
our values and alliances. This develop-
ment exceeded all dreams and expecta-
tions. It would never have been accom-
plished without the decisive support
and leadership of the United States of
America.

I have come today to express the
gratitude of the German people to you,
Mr. Speaker and Mr. President, and
through you to the citizens of this
great Nation: Thank you, America.

[Applause.]

With the successful end of the cold
war fundamental changes come about.
Centralized Soviet rule and the last co-
lonial empire have gone. A vacuum
both of power and order seems to
emerge. The heavy hand of social, eco-
nomic and political suppression rested
on Eastern Europe for the longer part
of this century. It left peoples re-
nowned in history for their outstand-
ing contribution to culture and human-
ity out of step with our times. Now we
are trying to catch up with admirable
energy and endurance, often in des-
perate need and in all cases with great
expectancy.

That expectancy is largely addressed
to us in the West. But in our part of
the world, too, there is change. Some
deeper rooted misgivings and claims
which remained under the surface dur-
ing the overriding East-West conflict
are now appearing. In all our domestic
debates new quests for orientation
arise. Priorities are being reviewed.
Governments and parliaments are hav-
ing a hard time explaining to their con-
stituents wherever and why commit-
ments outside their own society are
called for.

Such legitimate challenges have to
be taken very seriously. We will need
open minds and strong convictions, and
to that end a sober and candid assess-
ment of our lasting interests.

As for my country, we all agree that
it was the dramatic division between
East and West which made it possible
soon after the war to bring the Federal
Republic into the European and Atlan-
tic partnership and to incorporate it in
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the world trade and monetary system.
For the first time in our history, we
became a western state. But the nation
remained divided. While we, in West
Germany, were able to build a stable
democratic society, a reassuring social
market economy and strong ties with
western friends, the FBast Germans
were left to go on losing the war for
decades.

Finally, against all odds, unification
came true. What is to be expected now?
A domestically preoccupied, inward-
looking Germany not fully appreciat-
ing her international obligations? A
Germany too populous and economi-
cally too strong for a balance in Eu-
rope, a Germany tempted to look east
again, to seek a revitalized ambiguity
in the continental center, to go it
alone as a nation? Or simply an unpre-
dictable Germany still too uncertain of
herself, too evasive one day, too self-
assertive the next? All such kinds of
speculation are in the air. In all our do-
mestic debates now, let us look at the
realities more closely and step by step.

Germany has achieved political unifi-
cation. Now we have to accomplish eco-
nomic, social and mental unity. There
is a long way to go. Much sensitivity is
called for. Coping with the legacy of
the past, then an oppressive burden on
the people in the East, remains a tre-
mendous task. To transform a com-
mand economy right away into a mar-
ket economy is an adventure never ex-
perienced so far. It will take more time
and money than was realized or admit-
ted initially.

We are learning. Unification is the
most important domestic task. Any
German Government failing in it would
create disorder and would be no reli-
able partner able to play its proper role
in meeting international responsibil-
ities.

But, Mr. Speaker and Mr. President,
it will not fail. Despite all our difficul-
ties we realize how fortunate we are
when we consider the much larger
problems east of us. East Germans will
work hard, West Germans will contrib-
ute their share, and investors, includ-
ing 140 companies of America so far,
and I would like to invite your coun-
try’'s business community most cor-
dially to increase this number.

We never looked upon Germany's
unity as an aim in itself. Both German
and European division and unity be-
long together. We owe German unity to
the peaceful revolution and change in
Europe. And to Europe's further
progress we devote our national efforts.
The challenge confronting the West
today is not primarily the military
strength of the former Soviet Union
but its economic weakness and dis-
order. Naturally, the former Eastern
bloc countries will have to do most of
the reforming work themselves, but
the people in Eastern Europe want to
be free. If the lack of food becomes
their prime concern, freedom, and de-
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mocracy may, however, be lost once
again.

We have to accept, I think, the mes-
sage of Vaclav Havel who warned,
years before he addressed this assembly
as head of state, that Western happi-
ness would be fragile and ambivalent if
it were permanently to be protected
against Eastern misery. We have no
choice but to help people in Eastern
Europe, in their interest as in ours.
The airlift to Moscow and St. Peters-
burg that started out of Frankfurt in
February this year symbolizes our
joint resolve. And more action has to
follow.

The end of Europe’s division has not
pushed Germany further east. It means
rather that the European Community
has moved to the center of the con-
tinent. The Germans, and especially
those in former East Germany, feel not
the slightest temptation to risk losing
the beneficial status of the West Ger-
mans, that is to say, their place in the
Western World.

In the West, we have won partners
and friends. We share with them our
values, our constitutional principles,
and our way of life. We have gained
success and respect. It is no coinci-
dence that, as we are achieving na-
tional unity, Germany and France,
whose close cooperation has been so
important for Europe, seized the initia-
tive to bring the European Community
closer to its principal goal: political
union.

[Applause.]

Those familiar with our history are
well aware that, if anything, unifica-
tion has made us Germans even more
European than before. Not long after
the time when Senator Sumner spoke
the words I quoted earlier on, Germany
found herself in a precarious position
in the geographic center of Europe. She
was too small to play a hegemonic role,
but too strong not to disturb the bal-
ance among Europe's powers. She was
unable somehow to define herself and
her environment.

It was this unclear position in the
center of Europe that spelled catas-
trophe for Germany in the first half of
this century. Now European Union is at
long last liberating us from that vague
position. We, Germans, Know precisely
that we ourselves would be the ones to
suffer the most if we were to relapse
into a nationalistic approach. It is a
great fortune of history that unifica-
tion of our country this time falls into
an epoch when European unity is ap-
proaching reality.

There remains the relationship be-
tween America and Europe. Hasn't the
United States done enough in support
of Kurope's reconstruction? Can this
vast and ever young Nation—a nation
constantly heading for new frontiers—
find something still worth aiming for,
something which serves its own inter-
ests, when it looks back to good old
BEurope? Isn’'t it time the Europeans
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were able to cope with their all too fa-
miliar and their new problems them-
selves?

Of course, it is not for me to define
American interests. I only have wishes.
And in this respect, I am glad to note
how keenly America is watching to en-
sure that the various European institu-
tions and initiatives—{rom the Euro-
pean Community to Western European
Union and the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe—do not im-
pair the Atlantic Alliance. This is an
indication of America’s continuing in-
terest in Europe, isn't it? Perhaps it is
hard for some Americans to imagine
how close to one another again we are
on this point.

We may no longer find agreement on
everything as easily as we used to dur-
ing the cold war, when Soviet pressure
almost automatically ensured cohesion
and discipline within the Alliance.
Moreover, we are well aware of your
tight budgetary situation, which ex-
plains the strong pressure for drastic
reductions of your forces stationed
abroad.

However, I am wholly confident
about the future of the Atlantic Alli-
ance. The reasons for our mutual inter-
ests are obvious, the first one being se-
curity. Nuclear remnants in the former
Eastern bloc could pose a more serious
threat than the familiar balance of ter-
ror. There is no national security, no
intercontinental deterrence against
wayward nuclear warheads. And some-
how or other we share the risks inher-
ent in Chernobyl-type nuclear power
stations.

Apart from the danger of nuclear pro-
liferation, there is also unrest of a na-
tional, ethnic, social, and religious na-
ture. Overpopulation and ecological
dangers, famines and droughts, family-
planning, and fundamentalism. But
also how to handle properly self-deter-
mination and minorities—all are terms
to be included in the security vocabu-
lary. If we do not help solve the prob-
lems in the regions where they arise,
those problems, and their con-
sequences, will find their way to us.

All these are tasks which we can only
master together, and it is the Atlantic
community that forms the basis for
our joint efforts. We, Germans, want
the KEuropeans to adopt a more active,
a more distinet role in terms of secu-
rity and defense. But we are among the
ones most clearly aware of how nec-
essary America's continuing presence
in Europe is. Forces operating inde-
pendently and on a mere basis of
friendly arrangements will not do. To
guarantee nuclear security we need a
system that is fully integrated, right
down to logistics. To maintain such a
systern your country depends in my
view on capacities in BEurope, as the
gulf war has shown anew. Regional sys-
tems functioning side by side are un-
likely to meet the needs of global nu-
clear security in our time,
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The United States must remain the
team leader in coping with a both lib-
erating and chaotic situation following
the dissolution of the Soviet Empire. I
hardly need remind you of the vital in-
terest our immediate neighbors in the
Bast—Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hun-
gary, and the Baltic States—have in a
tangible American participation in Eu-
ropean security. We shall only achieve
a new order in our part of the world if
we have a system of crisis management
in which the United States continues
to play its due role.

United States involvement is vital to
both of us. It has been immensely suc-
cessful in the past. It may undergo
changes in number but I venture to say
not in substance. To reduce the Amer-
ican share of the burden will not alter
the deep significance of the American
presence in Europe. Germany, now un-
divided but not uncommitted, stands
by America in a partnership of respon-
sibility, adding her greater weight, her
better knowledge of Eastern Europe
and her more central geographical po-
sition. Without Germany, some vital
American interests in Europe and be-
yond would perhaps be more difficult
to look after.

In addition, I see mutual interests
among the industrial powers. We need
openness in the field of world trade,
world development, world ecology. I do
not consider it our main concern today
in that well-known competition of
profits to forecast whose nation or re-
gion the next century is going to be
named after. What is more urgent now
is to avoid departmentalization and
fortress-like regionalism. Mutual edu-
cation may be useful in helping us find
and stick to the narrow path of eco-
nomic virtue, For that task a balance
in Europe is indispensable, and a con-
tribution to it through the American
presence is vital—and I think some
might say no less to you than to us.

Democracies share their basis values
and, to a certain extent, their tempta-
tions. Everywhere it seems to pay in
the short run to gild the present day at
the expense of tomorrow. All over the
globe, we hear about corruption, about
political parties extending their influ-
ence into every corner of society and
considering the state their spoil. We
hear of political exhibitionism and of
political slander.

Under such impressions the people’s
trust is shrinking. In many cases
among our citizens, this happens to co-
incide with helplessness in the face of
economic erises and unemployment, a
lacking sense of purpose, a growing
predisposition for fictitious answers
and remedies, and a tendency to turn
even to drugs in desperation. Democ-
racy is no substitute for religion, and
as politicians, we are no medicine men.
But I believe we can learn from one an-
other how to contribute to a vitally
important regeneration of our soci-
eties. The history of our common civ-
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ilization is full of encouraging exam-
ples on both sides of the Atlantic.

What can be done? I beg the question,
not knowing and, in fact, not believing
in a general answer. But most of all T
wish we could rekindle attractivity of
unselfish public service among the best
of our younger generations.

Maybe for us in polities there is only
one effective way to achieve this: By
setting a persuasive personal example.

There are convincing examples given
by American citizens which are ad-
mired in Germany. Time and again
when traveling in your country, we
come across a pursuit of happiness that
is not confined to satisfying selfish de-
sires and amassing material riches. It
embraces neighborly support, social
engagement and public responsibility.
The term ‘‘charity begins at home’ in-
cludes the readiness to give help in-
stead of calling for higher authority or
legislation. Your communities are full
of private initiative and life.

It is this sense of personal dedication
that will help us to stand up to the ep-
ochal changes and chances of our time.

[Applause.]

In the words of an outstanding Amer-
ican statesman, West Germany has
been throughout a long period *an
economy in search of a political pur-
pose."” That is no longer so. Today we
are free and united. We are one of the
driving forces of European Union. And
we belong to the Atlantic community
in all its aspects.

[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker and Mr. President, this
development began with a gift: The
hand of friendship extended to us
across the ocean and was followed by
others in Europe. It is this concept of
understanding, of cooperation and
friendship which we cherish as the sin-
gle most valuable asset that evolved
from centuries of strife and turmoil in
Europe, from ages of revolution, civil
war and constraint, from generations
of hegemony, zones of influence, and
diplomatic balancing.

Keeping that concept of friendship
alive and well, particularly in Amer-
ican-German relations, I see as my
most noble task. Its future is in the
hands of our children. It depends on
their willingness to continue the
knowledge of, the understanding for,
and the friendship with, the trans-
atlantic partner,

I wish to encourage the younger gen-
eration, and dear Members of Congress,
I do feel encouraged myself here today
on Capitol Hill.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

At 11 o’clock and 40 minutes a.m.,
His Excellency President Richard von
Weizsaecker of the Federal Republic of
Germany, accompanied by the commit-
tee of escort, retired from the Hall of
the House of Representatives.

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited
guests from the Chamber in the follow-
ing order:

The ambassadors, ministers, and
chargés d' affaires of foreign govern-
ments.

JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED

The SPEAKER. The purpose of the
joint meeting having been completed,
the Chair declares the joint meeting of
the two Houses now dissolved.

Accordingly, at 11 o'clock and 41
minutes a.m., the joint meeting of the
two Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The House will stand
in recess until 12:15 p.m.

0O 1215

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. MONTGOMERY) at 12
o’clock and 15 minutes p.m.

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING RECESS

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the proceed-
ings had during the recess be printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

———

PROVIDING FUNDS FOR CONTINU-
ING EXPENSES OF STANDING
AND SELECT COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is a vote on agreeing
on House Resolution 429,

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 312, nays 86,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 93]
YEAS—312

Abercrombie Beilenson Brown
Ackerman Bennett Bruce
Alexander Bentley Bryant
Anderson Bereuter Bustamante
Andrews (MF) Rerman Byron
Andrews (N.J) Bevill Cardin
Andrews (TX) Bilbray Carper
Annunzio Bliley Carr
Anthony Boehlert Chapman
Applegate Bonfor Clay
Archer Borski Clement,
Aspin Boucher Clinger
AuColin Hoxer Coleman (MO)
Bacchus Brewster Coleman (TX)
Barrett Brooks Collins (11.)
Barton Broomfield Combest
Bateman Browier Conlit
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Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Coughlin
Cox (11)
Coyne
Cramer
Darden
Davis

de la Garza
DekFazio
Dalauro
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Donnelly
Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Early
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (‘TX)
Emerson
Engel
English
Espy
Evans
Fascell
Fazio

Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gallo
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Grandy
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Harris
Hastert
Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hefner
Hertel
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (SD)
Johngon (TX)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy

Allard
Allen
Armey
Atkins
Baker
Bilirakis
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Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kopetski
Kostmayer
LaFalee
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman (CA)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Livingston
Long
Lowery (CA)
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Manton
Markey
Martin
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
MeGrath
McHugh
MeMillan (NC)
MeMillen (MD)
MeNulty
Meyers
Mfume
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moran
Morella
Morrison
Mrazek
Murtha
Myers
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Oxley
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Pastor
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pease
Pelosi
Penny
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Poshard
Price
Pursell

NAYS—86

Boehner
Bunning
Burton

Camp
Camphbell (CA)
Chandler

Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ravenel
Ray

Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rinaldo
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Scheuer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumaear
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Dornan (CA) Kasich Titter
Dreter Klug Hoherts
Dunecan Kolbe Rohrabacher
Evdrelch Kyl Ros-Lehlinen
Ewing Lagomarsino Schaefer
Fawell Leach Sensenbrenner
Franks (CT) Lightfoot Shaw
Gallegly Machtley Shays
Goodling McCollum Smith (OR)
Goss McCrery Solomon
Gradison McEwen Stearns
Hancock Molinari Stump
Hefley Moorhead Sundquist
Henry Murphy Taylor (NC)
Herger Nichols Thomas (WY)
Hobson Nussle Upton
Holloway Packard Visclosky
Hopkins Paxon Walker
Horn Petri Weber
Hunter Porter Weldon
Inhofe Ramstad Wolf
Jacobs Rhodes Zimmer
James Ridge

NOT VOTING—36
Ballenger Feighan McDade
Barnard Fields MeDermott
Blackwell Gekas Miller (CA)
Callahan Hutto Riggs
Campbell (CO) Hyde Savage
Collins (MI) Ireland Smith (FL)
Dannemeyer Johnson (CT) Thomas (CA)
Dellums Kalter Towns
Dickinson Lehman (FL) Wheat
Dixon Lloyd Wolpe
Dymally Marlenee Wylie
Edwards (OK) McCurdy Yates
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Mr. WOLF changed his vote from
“Yea." t-O unay'n

Mr. GILCHREST changed his vote
from “‘nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

e ———————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3221

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed from the list of cosponsors of
H.R. 3221.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

0O 1240

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3090, FAMILY PLANNING
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1991

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 442 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 442

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 3090) to
amend the Public Health Service Act to re-
vise and extend the program of assistance for
family planning services, and the first read-
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ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and which shall not exceed one hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
the bill shall be considered as having been
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. No amendment to the bill shall be in
order except the amendments printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Said amendments
shall be considered in the order and manner
specified in the report and shall be consid-
ered as having been read. Said amendments
shall be debatable for the period specified in
the report, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and a member opposed there-
to. Said amendments shall not be subject to
amendment. It shall then be in order to con-
sider en bloc the amendments offered by
Representative Waxman of California, and
said amendments en bloc shall not be subject
to a demand for a division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House, and the pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit. After passage of
H.R. 3090, it shall then be in order to take
from the Speaker's table the bill S. 323 and
to consider said bill in the House. It shall
then be in order to move to strike out all
after the enacting clause of said Senate bill
and to insert in lieu thereof the provisions of
H.R. 3090 as passed by the House. All points
of order against the motion for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 7 of rule
XVI are hereby walved. It shall then be in
order to move to insist on the House amend-
ment to S. 323 and request a conference with
the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN], pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume. Mr. Speaker,
during the consideration of the resolu-
tion, all time is yielded for the pur-
poses of debate only.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TRAXLER
was allowed to speak out of order.)

ANNOUNCEMENT OF RETIREMENT BY HON. BOB

TRAXLER

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to advise the member-
ship that after considerable delibera-
tions going back over a long period of
time, even with hope that in the course
of reapportionment I could be dis-
tricted out of my seat, that did not
happen and I ended up with this safe
seat, this wonderful Democrat district,
based on my old district population
which I have represented now for over
18 years. I have no opponent for the No-
vember election. So, as I came up to
that moment of ‘“‘go, no go,” the mo-
ment of truth, that moment when you
have to sign that affidavit of candidacy
in our State that says you are offi-
cially running, I paused during the re-
cess, took personal inventory of where
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I was, where I wanted to be, who I was,
what I was, and where I wanted to go.

Mr. Speaker, weighing and measuring
all of those factors, the decision was
very clear to me that I would not seek
reelection to this House. And that is
not an easy choice, you know, because
being elected to this body I know, that
it is the greatest honor that could be-
fall one, perhaps with the exception of
being elected President or Pope.

So this choice did not come easily.
But most especially, Mr. Speaker, I
want the Members to know and my
constituents, and I must say something
about them because they have toler-
ated me for 18 years and we have had
this marvelous love affair, all of us, all
600,000 of them and myself, and it is
very difficult to leave this position
without saying to them how grateful I
am for the trust, the faith, and the
honor that they bestowed upon me.

For that I will be eternally grateful.

But there is more to the story than
that. The rest of it is very simply my
deep gratitude and appreciation for the
Members of this body, the greatest de-
liberative body in the world, composed
of outstanding individuals, each of
whom in their own way seek to do what
is right for the Nation and for the peo-
ple that they represent.

Many of you have been my personal
friends, on both sides of the aisle, Re-
publican and Democrat alike. It is true
1 am not going to be in Washington. I
am going back to where I always have
been and never have left, and that is
my hometown, Kawkawlin, MI. And I
look forward to that.

But, in conclusion, I must also tell
you that without the able support of
the staff of the full Committee on Ap-
propriations and the staff of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies, and my office staff. I
have the great honor to have been
elected chairman of the VA, HUD Sub-
committee by all of you, my task
would have been made especially more
difficult.

So, to that wonderful staff behind
me, to the people who run the ele-
vators, operate the trolley cars, do all
of the things that make our work pos-
sible here, who make us effective and
efficient, and allow us to conduct the
business of the Nation, who are
unnamed and who labor so quietly and
so intensely, I want to express my deep
gratitude and, I am sure, not only of
myself but of all Members.

I want to wish each and every one of
you well in the coming months. I will
be with you until January, and I wish
you well after that. I do not know
many of you who do not deserve reelec-
tion. I want to assure the American
public that in this institution there are
very fine and many, many decent, de-
cent, people on both sides of the aisle
that I will long remember and always
call my friend.

Thank you all.
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Today | am announcing my decision not to
run again for the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. My reasons are not political; they are
strictly philosophical and personal. | have a
sale Democratic district and no opponent in ei-
ther the primary or the general election. With
the filing deadline just 12 days away, the go-
no-go decision could not be delayed.

| began my life in public service 32 years
ago as an assistant prosecutor, and then
served over 11 years in the State legislature.
It has been my privilege to represent the finest
constituency in the world for the past 18 years
as a Member of Congress. No greater honor
could be bestowed upon any American.

In 1974, our country was ripe for a change
after being duped by the Nixon administration
and the Watergate scandal which had created
a fundamental distrust of representative gov-
emment. | was elected to the Congress as
part of a class of reformers who set out to
change the system. We did that.

We succeeded in implementing change and
restoring leadership in our country to put it on
a path to a productive and positive future. Un-
fortunately, however, we have derailed off that
path.

We have become a country which has fallen
victim to the greed and excesses of the
Reagan-Bush years. We have allowed our-
selves to be governed by Reaganomics—a
policy that George Bush called voodo eco-
nomics 12 years ago. The Federal budget is
our of control, our deficit continues to grow to
alarming proportions while at the same time
health care costs, illiteracy rates, poverty, and
crime are all escalating to enormous levels.
The United States is in slow decline as the
world's leading economic power and our mid-
dle class is eroding bit by bit. We are all nerv-
ous, and justifiably so.

In the midst of all these disturbing troubles,
the President refuses to lead on the domestic
front, the Congress is gridlocked and stymied
by political maneuvering and moneyed interest
groups, and the national media is intent on fo-
cusing on conflict rather than content, offering
no serious discussion of the Nation’s problems
or potential solutions. This only serves to cre-
ate an atmosphere in which it becomes nearly
impossible for public officials to carry on a
substantive debate on the resolution of our
country's problems. There is a lack of national
unity and purpose. We have no sense of na-
tionhood. As a Midwest populist and economic
nationalist, | have witnessed our free-trade
policies do great harm to our industrial base.
| have seen multinational corporations’ eco-
nomic interests succeed in overriding the na-
tional interests and no relief is in sight.

| no longer have the wherewithal to fight the
great fight. | have a sense of powerlessness.
Like my constituents, | too am frustrated and
angry. | am so deeply grieved by what | have
seen happen to our country that | have, on
several occasions, privately been driven to
tears. It is as if | am hemorrhaging inside. |
can no longer endure the pain.

| have fought for change for the past 32
years. Now it is time for me to make a change
and open the door for someone new—some-
one whom | hope will carry great energy,
ideals, and vision for our country. | want my
constituents and the American public to know
that their vote is the most powerful weapon for
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change. Unless they vote and select the right
candidates, they will get more of the same.
Our country is ripe for another renewal, just
like the one | was a part of 18 years ago. Re-
newal is a good thing—we must be reborn
with a sense of common purpose to make our
country a better place for our future genera-
tions.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 442 is a modified open
rule providing for the consideration of
H.R. 3090, the Family Planning Amend-
ments of 1991.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

No amendments to the bill are to be
in order except those printed in the re-
port. of the Committee on Rules. The
amendments are to be considered in
the order and manner specified and de-
bated for the time specified in the re-
port. The amendments are not subject
to amendment. The Waxman amend-
ments may be offered en bloc and are
not subject to a demand for a division.

The rule makes in order all amend-
ments submitted to the Rules Commit-
tee. H.R. 3090 was reported from the
Energy and Commerce Committee on
September 13, 1991, more than T months
ago. On April 6, the Rules Committee
requested that members submit poten-
tial amendments by 5 p.m. on April 9,
1992. Members had ample time to study
the reported bill and draft amend-
ments, as well as sufficient notice to
submit them to the committee.

The rule provides for one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

After the passage of the bill, it shall
be in order to take the Senate compan-
ion bill, 8. 323, from the Speaker’s
table and consider it in the House. The
rule also makes in order a motion to
strike out all after the enacting clause
of the Senate bill and insert the provi-
sions of H.R. 3090 as passed by the
House. Clause 7 of House rule 16, pro-
hibiting nongermane amendments, is
waived against this motion.

Finally, the rule makes in order a
motion to insist on the House amend-
ment and request a conference.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3090, the bill for
which the Rules Committee has rec-
ommended this rule, reauthorizes a va-
riety of essential family planning pro-
grams and activities. Later in this de-
bate I will have more to say about the
substance of the underlying bill.

For mow, I will simply commend
Chairman WAXMAN for bringing to the
floor this vital legislation to ensure
American women have access to all rel-
evant medical information when mak-
ing reproductive choices.

1 ask my colleagues to support the
rule so that we may proceed with con-
sideration of the merits of this impor-
tant legislation.

0 1250

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, T yield
myself such time as I may consume,
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Mr. Speaker, here we go again. Yes-
terday we celebrated a completely open
rule, the first for this year, and today
we have on the floor a closed rule. T do
not know how in the world we operate
without giving the Members full time
for debate. I oppose the rule.

Mr, Speaker, this is the authoriza-
tion for title X of the Public Health
Service Act of 1970, the Federal Family
Planning Program. The authorization
for the title X program expired in 1985.
Since then Congress has been unable to
reach a consensus on a number of con-
troversial issues. The program has been
funded through continuing resolutions
and appropriations.

H.R. 3090 reverses the Department of
Health and Human Services’ abortion
counseling restrictions, the so-called
gag rule, which was upheld last year by
the Supreme Court. This gag rule pro-
hibits clinics that receive Federal
funds from counseling patients on
abortion and providing referrals for
pregnancy termination.

H.R. 3090 also requires that grant re-
cipients comply with State parental
notification and consent law regarding
minors' access to abortion.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to note
that the administration is opposed to
this bill. We all know that. The admin-
istration finds that this legislation is
totally alien to the mission of the title
X program. It believes that the 1988
regulations are essential to protect the
integrity of title X as a prepregnancy
family planning program in imple-
menting the program’s mandate that
none of the funds appropriated shall be
used in programs where abortion is
used as a method of family planning.

Again, I am opposed to this con-
troversial rule even though it does
make in order all of the amendments
submitted to the Committee on Rules.
I think we are going down the wrong
path and that we need to get back on
track with more open rules.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak-
er, I find it somewhat ironic that we
have opposition to a closed rule time
and time again when we have a bill
that is addressing the worst closed rule
of all, the gag rule.

Mr. Speaker, America is choking on
President Bush's gag rule, and at stake
are, not only the basic rights of women
across this country to get the informa-
tion that they need to make decisions
about their own bodies and their own
lives, but we are talking about a gag
rule that.is strangling some basic prin-
ciples and values of America: the right
to privacy, respect for the individual,
the need for government to know its
place and to know that it has no place
in a clinic interfering in the private
conversations between a woman and
her doctor or her clinician.
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Mr. Speaker, in George Orwell's
**1984"" citizens were told, “'Big Brother
is watching."” Well, in George Bush's
1992 we are being told, ““‘Big Brother is
listening,"” and the effect is the same:
The corrosive interference of Govern-
ment on the individual liberties of
Americans, the inability of Govern-
ment to understand and respect the
rights of citizens to make personal, in-
timate decisions for themselves based
upon the best information available to
them.

The gag rule prevents that, Mr.
Speaker. The gag rule has no place in
our government, and we are being
called upon, as a House of Representa-
tives, to be the last line of defense for
the women of this country.

The Supreme Court has spoken al-
ready on the gag rule. It has said it is
OK to gag information, vital informa-
tion, for American women. We know
that it is about to make a very impor-
tant decision upon the fundamental
rights of women to control their own
bodies.

This is the people's House, and it
means that it is the last defense of the
people of America to have their basic
liberties respected and defended, and,
Mr. Speaker, the people of America in
1992 are calling upon the people’s House
of America to defend those basic rights
and those basic freedoms. If the peo-
ple’s House means anything, let us give
that definition the most meaning we
can give it by defending the rights of
women, respecting their privacy, re-
specting their dignity and respecting
physicians and clinics all across this
country to provide the information
that they deem necessary for the
women of America to make the right
choice for themselves and their bodies.

My colleagues, let us support this
rule and go on to overturn the gag rule,
and let us go on further this session,
Mr. Speaker, and support the Freedom
of Choice Act so that we can respect
the rights, the dignity and the quality
of life of every woman in this country.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I really want to say
that there has been a lot of bad news
around this place, but today there is
some very good news, and that is that
I think under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN],
this House is about to undo a very fun-
damental wrong, a fundamental wrong
that the administration tried to layer
up on top of over half its population.
That fundamental wrong was to say
that women could not hear the full
range of legal options that they might
have vis-a-vis their health care. It is
otherwise known as the gag rule.
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This says that we are going to treat
all people equally, and that is what
this Government is all about. I must
say there has been a lot of days of late
I have not been proud to take this well,
but I am proud today that we are going
to treat over half our citizens as adults
and as full-fledged citizens, and be-
cause they pay equal taxes, they are
going to be able to be treated fairly if
we pass this and lift the gag rule.

I am also very pleased that we have
family planning up today, because we
have not. been able to bring the family
planning bill to this House floor for
many years. As a consequence, family
planning money has been stalled. More
and more women have tried to seek
family planning, but because we could
not get an authorization through, there
was no way to even consider the re-
quests that many of the clinies have.

When you look at the numbers, one
out of five American women rely on
federally funded family planning clin-
ics. That is a very, very high number.
We have been doing a very poor job of
reaching out and giving them access.

Mr. Speaker, there has been this in-
credible raging abortion debate that
has kind of shadowed over all of this
and made it one of the reasons it has
been so difficult to get consensus on it.
But I want to compliment this body
today, because I think this body is
really standing up and saying one of
the ways you deal with abortion is to
make sure that there is more available
family planning, that family planning
becomes available to more American
women. Then they can be responsible
for their lives, have the full knowledge
that they need, and be able to make
the choices we hope they will make,
rather than being forced to make
choices they may not want to make, or
all the other things that happen.

Mr. Speaker, I am so old and have
been around here so long that I remem-
ber back in the seventies when we tried
to reach out to the antichoice factors
and say, “‘Let’s all work together to in-
crease family planning so that abortion
is never even needed in this country
again."”

That did not work. But gradually it
is beginning to work now, because [
think people realize that this is the
choice that everybody should have,
proper information, user-friendly fam-
ily planning, available family plan-
ning. It does not do any good if it is not
available.

The other thing that people are be-
coming more and more aware of are
these clinics are the primary health de-
livery mechanism. Not just on family
planning, but on very important things
such as pap smears and cancer checks,
anemia checks and blood tests, a whole
range of things. This is the main place
that women go for their health care.

Women are very often care givers in
their families. If they are not getting
good health care, then we all suffer, be-
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cause the whole family suffers if they
are not getting it.

So I want to say today that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
has been out there fighting for a very
long time. But many of the rest of the
people in this body have, too, and peo-
ple in our communities have, too. They
have been standing up and saying the
women of America are now going to be
treated as adults and it is time to lift
the gag rule. It is time to be able to de-
bate family planning, as we are going
to do today.

Mr. Speaker, I really want to com-
pliment this body for moving forward
on it and the Committee on Rules for
coming forward with this very good
rule, I hope all Members support the
rule and the bill. I thank the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER] for her part in bringing this to her
committee.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today to vote to
reauthorize the title X family planning program.
This program is vital to the health of American
women. One out of every five women receiv-
ing family planning services relies on a title X
clinic. For 83 percent of these women, title X
clinics are their only source of family planning
services. In addition to contraceptive services,
these clinics offer diabetes, anemia, and
breast and cervical cancer screening, as well
as screening for sexually fransmitted diseases,
including HIV.

In 4 days, on May 4, the administration will
begin to enforce the administration prohibition
on abortion counseling: the gag rule. Enforce-
ment of the gag rule will severely limit access
to family planning services, prenatal care, and
basic health care for women across the coun-
try.
On March 20 Health and Human Services
issued the final guidance on implementation of
the gag rule. This guidance, according to
President Bush fixed everything. Well, Presi-
dent Bush was wrong. HHS's guidance cre-
ated a doctors only policy that rescues doctors
from the counseling ban, but leaves nurses
gagged—nurses provide the majority of care
in a title X clinic. Gagging nurses threatens
the effectiveness of the title X system.

Enforcement of the ban on nondirective
abortion counseling will compel many of these
clinics to reject Federal funds. In many cases
these title X clinics will be forced to close.
Thousands of women will be denied basic
health care services. Vote “"yes" on H.R.
3090. Reauthorize the title X program, and
overturn the gag rule. American women can't
wait much longer.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the pgentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON, Mr. Speaker, abor-
tion is not family planning. Planning is
something you do before the fact.
Abortion is family cancellation. It oc-
curs after the fact. It has no place in a
family planning program. Title X is a
family planning program., and it should
not funnel taxpayer dollars into abor-
tion advocacy.

Abortion supporters have managed to
cloud much of the debate so far. First,
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they said that the regulations were un-
tenable because they violated the doc-
tor-patient relationship. But they were
wrong—under the regulations, doctors
must give patients complete medical
information about their condition.
Next, they conceded that the regula-
tions had no effect on the physician-pa-
tient relationship, but they said that
fact was unimportant. What was im-
portant, they said, is that women could
never hear about abortion, regardless
of her circumstance. Well, they were
wrong about that, too. If a pregnant
woman has a medical problem, she is to
be deferred for complete medical care,
even if the ultimate result is an abor-
tion.

The regulations only prohibit clinic
staff from referring a woman to an en-
tity whose primary business is abor-
tion. We're talking about abortion
mills, Mr. Speaker. We're not talking
about health clinics, in the primary
sense of the word. We're talking about
the multimillion dollars business of
abortion in this country. The title X
regulations prohibit the spending of
taxpayers' dollars to send a woman to
a profit-motivated abortion mill. This
is not family planning. Vote “no” on
this bill, and let’s authorize a family
planning bill that won’'t deal in the
cancellation business instead.

Mr. Speaker, I included for the
RECORD an article by Colman McCar-
thy entitled, ‘“The Court’s Consist-
ency.”

[From the Washington Post, May 30, 1991]

THE COURT'S CONSISTENCY
(By Colman McCarthy)

A number of medical officials reacted to
the Supreme Court ruling that upheld a fed-
eral ban against funding family-planning
clinies that include abortion counseling by
saying, okay, we disagree with the decision
but we'll soldier on without the govern-
ment's money.

That principled response can be respected,
unlike the shrillness of some abortion-rights
groups that want it both ways: Take the
money but grouse like sore losers about anti-
abortion courts inflicting their agendas on
the clinics.

Federal grants to some 4,000 family-plan-
ning clinies, including Planned Parenthood,
amount to $144 million annually, with an es-
timated 4 million women being served. The
congressionally approved regulations—Title
X of the Public Health Services Act—forbid
money to programs ‘‘where abortion is a
method of family planning.’” The legislation,
written in 1970, was the basis for the 1988
Health and Human Services regulations that
speak of the welfare of “the unborn child.”
Under Title X, that welfare is a legitimate
concern for governmental protection, mean-
ing that counseling “‘abortion as a method of
family planning’ is forbidden.

Critics of the 54 ruling in Rust v. Sullivan
are arguing the free-speech issue, that the
regulations, in the language of Justice Harry
Blackmun, one of the four dissenters, are
“clearly viewpoint based. While suppressing
speech favorable to abortion with one hand,
[the government] compels antiabortion
speech with the other.”

What's the problem with a two-handed gov-
ernment? Are the anglings of Planned Par-
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enthood to replace the vision of Thomas Jef-
ferson, who wrote: *'The care of human life
and happiness, and not their destruction, is
the first and only legitimate object of good
government.” The destruction of fetal life—
abortion—is not a role in which Congress or
a succession of administrations has chosen
to play a monied part.

At the least, the ruling honors accurate
language. A family-planning clinic isn’t a
family-destruction clinic. Words either mean
something, or they don't. Health care for the
unborn doesn't mean death care. If Planned
Parenthood believes in counseling pregnant
women about the benefits of ending the life
of a fetus, then it should consider a name
change: Planned Against Parenthood. A
touch of candor is in order.

The strength of the court’s ruling is in its
constitutional consistency. No federal pro-
gram currently subsidizes abortions. Pro-
choicers have repeatedly failed to persuade
Congress to spend money to destroy fetal
life. The courts have not been convinced ei-
ther that abortion contractors ought to be
on the federal payroll. Chief Justice
Rehnquist writes in Rust v. Sullivan: ‘‘The
government can, without violating the Con-
stitution, selectively fund a program to en-
courage certain activities it believes to be in
the public interest, without at the same time
funding an alternate program which seeks to
deal with the problem in another way."

The thought is consistent with the 1977
case, Maher v. Roe: The government ‘“may
make a value judgment favoring childbirth
over abortion, and * * * implement that
judgment by the allocation of public funds.”

Whetever the cause, ample ways exist to
redirect “a value judgment” of the govern-
ment, starting with convincing the public
that it should persuade Congress to spend
money this way, not that way. This is the ar-
duous work of democratic reform, a toil that
abortion-rights groups have either not tried
or failed at if they did.

The image of the friendly neighborhood
abortionist doing nothing more than broad-
ening the choices of women has not been
bought. If it was, public money would have
been forthcoming by now. Along with the
surgeon general, we would have the abortion-
ist general. That this hasn’t come to pass
suggests that most of the public doesn't
want its money spent on abortionists, those
whom Margaret Sanger called in 1914 ‘“‘the
blood-sucking men with M.D. after their
names who perform operations for the price
of so-and-so."

In the United States, for every three lives
conceived, two are allowed to survive to
birth, one is destroyed by abortion. In Rust v.
Sullivan the court ruled that it's constitu-
tional for the government, guided by its
chief public-health official, to spend money
on enhancing life, not taking it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today
we have the opportunity to take a
stand on two of the fundamental prin-
ciples upon which our society is found-
ed, the right of free speech and equal
treatment under the law.

The administration’s gag rule is an
invasion of free speech that will pre-
vent women from receiving medical ad-
vice on all their needs and options, in-
cluding information about abortion.
And it is an invasion of women’s rights
to equal treatment by our Government.
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The gag rule sets a dangerous prece-
dent. Instead of a policy that aims to
protect the rights of all, it marks a
slide into tyranny where Government
uses its coercive power to gag doctors
and to limit the rights of women. De-
spite the administration’s legislative
attempts to clarify the gag rule, many
have been clearly through this policy.

The administration is pursuing an of-
fensive, unprincipled, and ill-conceived
policy that gags doctors and health
care professionals and limits the rights
of women to complete an uncensored
medical advice.

Accepting the gag rule says that this
country cares not a whit about free
speech, not a whit about doctor-patient
confidentiality. It says we have little
respect for the judgment of women.
Not teenagers, but women.

This regulation creates a two-tier
system for medical advice. Americans
who can afford private health care will
get it. Those who cannot, will not.

Qur obligation today is clear: We
have the opportunity and the respon-
sibility to reinstate the protection of
our right to free expression, and we
must overturn this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I am pro-
life. I have never voted for abortion. I
strongly oppose public funding for
abortion. I believe we must do more to
protect the unborn and to care for
those children once they are born.

I also believe that if we are opposed
to abortion, then we must support fam-
ily planning as a means of reducing un-
wanted pregnancies. Without the avail-
ability of title X family planning serv-
ices, it is estimated that there would
be at least 1.2 million additional un-
wanted pregnancies each year, leading
to perhaps as many as 500,000 addi-
tional abortions each year.
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I am greatly disappointed that a pro-
gram which clearly prevents half a mil-
lion abortions each year is being op-
posed by many of my pro-life col-
leagues, I am further disappointed that
instead of preparing and offering
amendments to address concerns with
this legislation, we are being urged to
vote no. That is not responsible.

We ought to be working together to
construct a family planning policy that
all of us can support. We will have two
opportunities under this rule to im-
prove this bill in a way that ought to
make pro-lifers content.

First of all, will consider the Regula
amendment. The Regula amendment
will make it absolutely clear that op-
tions will not be presented to a patient
unless that patient requests the infor-
mation. So we are not going to force a
discussion of abortion on any patient
that is not interested in that material.
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And even then. upon that patient’s re-
quest, that information must be non-
directive in nature. There cannot be
any steering or encouragement. It
must be the patient's decision.

Second, we will have an opportunity
to vote on the Durbin amendment. The
Durbin amendment will make it abso-
lutely clear that individual counselors
in a family planning clinic do not have
to discuss abortion, if they choose not
to. It will also make it clear that an
entire project or clinic site can be ex-
empted from discussing that issue, if
that site, by basis of religious convic-
tion or philosophy, is opposed to abor-
tion.

That is the best we are going to get
in terms of the amendments that are
offered today. I think they are steps in
the right direction. I think we ought to
support these amendments and move
this bill along because family planning
will stop abortions.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the bill and of the underlying rule.
Title X is an important source of low-
cost primary health care services for
many poor women, The gag rule is of-
fensive to American values, contrary
to sound medical practice, and must be
reversed by legislation.

Most, Americans, Mr. Speaker, oppose
the gag rule. And I would point out to
my friends on this side of the aisle that
most Republicans oppose the gag rule
as well.

The American people do understand
what the Office of Population Policy at
HHS does not. A system of regulatory
controls on factual information, con-
trols on medical professionals and ab-
rogation of the rights of poor women
does great damage to the fabric of our
democracy and cannot be tolerated.

The gag rule has recently undergone
some subtle reworking in the form of
guidances issued to regional health ad-
ministrators, but do not be fooled.
There has been nosignificant change in
the original gag rule at all.

Doctors still may not refer those pa-
tients to what they deem to be appro-
priate service providers. They remain
bound by a list of a referral organiza-
tions, many of whom do not provide
abortion. And this list provided to the
patient without comment does not dif-
ferentiate between those that might
and those that might not provide abor-
tion.

As a result, the professional judg-
ment and professional responsibility of
doctors is directly attacked by the reg-
ulations.

Allied health professionals, nurses
and nurse practitioners are still
gagged. These personnel are forced to
tell pregnant women who ask that
abortion is not an appropriate method
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of family planning and to send then
away with a confusing and undifferen-
tiated list that I mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note
that we are not here talking about sec-
retaries and receptionists providing
counseling. We are talking about nurse
practitioners, health professionals who
typically have had at least 4 years of
education, who are universally recog-
nized as a critical part of the solution
to providing health services in rural
and poor, underserved areas of the
country, and who are required by li-
censing statutes of most States to edu-
cate and inform their patients.

That is why the AMA, the Associa-
tion of Medical Women, the College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and
several nursing organizations all con-
tinue to oppose the gag rule regulation.

Mr. Speaker, the administration’s de-
cision is unfortunate because they dis-
carded serious efforts by the Senators
to reach a compromise on the issue of
abortion counseling. We are here at
this stage because the administration
did not make the effort they should
have made to compromise. The admin-
istration is insisting on the gag rule.
The gag rule creates numerous prob-
lems, and there is little evidence that
any real consideration of these prob-
lems has been undertaken by those who
intend to impose the rule.

The regulations force health care
providers to violate their legal and eth-
ical obligations to tell the truth. This
means bad medicine, and bad medicine
means malpractice.

The gag rule violates State standards
of licensure. State officials have indi-
cated that the gag rule appears in di-
rect conflict with their State's
decisional and statutory law on civil li-
ability and licensure with respect to
the obligation to abide by the dictates
of informed consent.

Finally and ultimately, Mr. Speaker,
the gag rule is un-American. It de-
stroys the bond of faith that must exist
in a democratic society between the
governed and their government, The
rule imposes systematic damage on our
society, well beyond its impact on poor
women. It cannot be allowed to stand.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs. BOXER].

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I believe
freedom is under attack in our country
and freedom comes in different pack-
ages. If we were to ask the people dur-
ing the years in Europe that gave birth
to Adolf Hitler, what was the very day
that they lost their freedom, what day
was it, I do not think they could point
to one particular day because freedom
comes in different packages. And right
now in 1992, we find ourselves fighting
for freedom. And today we find our-
selves fighting for freedom of speech.

Mr. Speaker, this issue has nothing
to do, in my opinion, with abortion. It
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has to do with freedom of speech. Imag-
ine this Government telling individual,
hard-working citizens of our Nation
that they cannot tell their patients the
truth, that they have to be gagged,
that they have to be told that if they
tell a patient that she has a right to
choose an abortion in this country that
they will lose their Federal funds and
worse could happen to them.

To me, it is extraordinary that we
are fighting this. Actually, we fought
it once before, and the President ve-
toed our efforts. Maybe now he will see
better. He will see the issue in a clearer
fashion.

So freedom comes in different pack-
ages, and we are talking about freedom
of speech.

I would ask each and every one of my
colleagues here that if this Govern-
ment can gag a social worker, if this
Government can gag a nurse, if this
Government can gag a health care pro-
fessional, why cannot this Government
gag each and every one of us?

When the Justice Department spoke
out in favor of the gag rule, do my col-
leagues know what they said? They
said, “If we give the money, we can
control what is said. If we give the
money,” meaning the Government,
““We can control what is said.”

I did not know about my colleagues,
but that is not why I ran for office, to
control what is said by the free-think-
ing people of this great Nation. I have
too much respect for them, and I hope
that this institution today will act
firmly to tell the administration that
we came here to defend freedom, free-
dom of speech. And we will not allow
this administration to tell any citizen
that they cannot tell the truth.

And it is amazing to me that this ad-
ministration would want to keep
women in our society ignorant of their
rights.
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Why are women second-class citi-
zens? They have a right to know that
abortion is legal. We have a Supreme
Court that is narrowing the right to
choose to a very dangerous place, to a
place where we may have to go back to
the days of darkness, and many of us
will fight that with every ounce of
strength we have. But right now abor-
tion is legal and if this administration
does not like it, let them try to take
that right away, but do not allow them
to do it by gagging the citizens of this
country and keeping our people igno-
rant. That is beneath the dignity of
this great United States of America.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
that the rule be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a gquorum is not

present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-

sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 273, nays

146, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 94]
YEAS2T3

Abercrombie Edwards (TX) Levine (CA)
Ackerman Engel Lewls (GA)
Alexander English Lipinski
Anderson Erdreich Liloyd
Andrews (ME) Espy Long
Andrews (N.J) Evans Lowey (NY)
Andrews (TX) Fascell Luken
Annunzio Fazio Machtley
Anthony Feighan Manton
Aspin Fish Markey
Atkins Flake Martinez
AuCoin Foglietta Matsui
Bacchus Ford (MI) Mazzoli
Betlenson Ford (TN) McCloskey
Berman Frank (MA) McCurdy
Bevill Frost McDermott
Bilbray Gallo McHugh
Blackwell Gaydos MaeMillan (NC)
Boehlert Gejdenson MacMillen (MD)
Bonlor Gephardt MaoNulty
Borski Geren Meyers
Boucher Gibbons Mfume
Boxer Gilman Miller (CA)
Brewster Glickman Miller (WA)
Brooks Gonzalez Mineta
Browder Gordon Mink
Brown Green Moakley
Bruce Guarini Montgomery
Bryant Hall (OH) Moody
Bustamante Hamilton Moran
Byron Harris Morella
Campbell (CA) Hatcher Morrison
Cardin Hayes (1L) Mrazek
Carper Hayes (LA) Murtha
Carr Hefner Nagle
Chandler Hoagland Natcher
Chapman Hochbrueckner Neal (MA)
Clay Horn Neal (NC)
Clement Horton Nowak
Coleman (TX) Houghton Oakar
Collins (IL) Hoyer Obey
Colling (MI) Hubbard Olin
Condit, Huckaby Olver
Conyers Hughes Ortiz
Cooper Jefferson Orton
Coughlin Jenkins Owens (NY)
Cox (IL) Johnson (CT) Owens (UT)
Coyne Johnson (8D) Pallone
Cramer Johnston Panetta
Darden Jones (GA) Parker
de la Garza Jones (NC) Pastor
DeFazio Jontz Patterson
DeLauro Kaptur Payne (NJ})
Dellums Kennedy Payne (VA)
Derrick Kennelly Pease
Dickinson Kildee Pelosi
Dicks Kleczka Penny
Dingell Klug Perkins
Dixon Kolbe Peterson (FL)
Donnally Kopetski Pickett
Dooley Kostmayer Pickle
Dorgan (ND) LaFalce Price
Downey Lancaster Pursell
Durbin Lantos Rahall
Dwyer LaRocco Ramstad
Dymally Laughlin Rangel
Early Lehman (CA) Ravenel
Eckart Lehman (FL) Ray
Edwards (CA) Levin (MD) Reed

Evi-

Regula
Richardson
Roe
Roemer
Hase
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowlanid
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Banders
Bangmeister
Sarpalius
Bavage
Sawyer
Scheuer
Sehroeder
Schumer
Serrano
Sharp
Shays

Allard
Allen
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
Barton
Bateman
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Broomfield
Bunning
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Clinger
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Costello
Cox (CA)
Crane
Cunningham
Davis
DelLay
Doolittle
Dornan (CA)
Drefer
Duncan
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Ewing
Fawell
Franks (CT)
Gallegly
Gekas
Gillmor
Gingrich
Goodling
Goss
Grandy
Gunderson
Hall (TX)

Barnard
Camphell (CO)
Dannemeyer
Flelds
Gilchrest

Mr. COSTELLO changed his vote
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Sikorski Torricelli
Sisisky Towns
Skaggs ‘Traficant
Skelton Traxler
Slattery Unsoeld
Slaughter Valentine
Smith (IA) Vento
Bnowe Visclosky
Solarz Washington
Spratt Waters
Staggers Waxman
Stallings Weiss
Stark Wheat
Stokes Whitten
Studds Williams
Swell Wilson
Swift Wise
Synar Wolpe
Tanner Wyden
Thomas (GA) Yates
Thornton Yatron
Torres Young (AK)
NAYS—146
Hammerschmidt  Poshard
Hancock Quillen
Hansen Rhodes
Hastert Ridge
Hefey Rinaldo
Henry Ritter
Herger Roberts
Hobson Rogers
Holloway Rohrabacher
Hopkins Ros-Lehtinen
Hunter Roth
Hutto Santorum
Hyde Saxton
Inhofe Schaefer
Jacobs Schiff
James Schulze
Johnson (TX) Sensenbrenner
Kanjorski Shaw
Kasich Shuster
Kyl Skeen
Lagomarsino Smith (N.J)
Leach Smith (OR)
Lent Smith (TX)
Lewis (CA) © Bolomon
Lewis (FL) Spence
Lightfoot Stearns
Livingston Stenholm
Martin Stump
Mavroules Sundquist
MeCandless Tallon
McCollum Tauzin
McCrery Taylor (MS)
McEwen Taylor (NC)
McGrath Thomas (CA)
Miller (OH) Thomas (WY)
Molinari Upton
Mollohan Vander Jagt
Moorhead Volkmer
Murphy Vucanovich
Myers Walker
Nichols Walsh
Nussle Weber
Oberstar Weldon
Oxley Wolf
Packard Wylie
Paxon Young (FL)
Peterson (MN) Zelifr
Petri Zimmer
Porter
NOT VOTING—15
Gradison Marlenee
Hertel McDade
Ireland Michel
Kolter Riggs
Lowery (CA) Smith (FL)
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from “‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2797

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed from the list of cosponsors of
H.R. 2797.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

FAMILY PLANNING AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 1991

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 442 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3090.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3090) to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to revise and extend the program of as-
sistance for family planning services,
with Ms. SLAUGHTER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
men from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Chairman, H.R. 3090 is a bill
to reauthorize the Federal family plan-
ning program, to overturn the gag rule
on health professionals in family plan-
ning clinics, and to require that these
clinics comply with State law that is
in force regarding parental notification
or consent for minors seeking an abor-
tion.

ON REAUTHORIZATION

The Federal family planning program
is a key element in the Nation’s effort
to improve maternal and child health,
lower infant mortality, and lower the
rates of unwanted pregnancy and abor-
tion in the United States. Over the
years, expert review and medical re-
search have always arrived at the same
commonsense conclusion: The best so-
lution to unwanted pregnancy is to
prevent the pregnancy.

Unfortunately, this program has been
held hostage in the abortion debate for
too long. The program has been pro-
posed for repeals, block grants, freezes,
and restrictions. It has not been reau-
thorized since 1985 and has not had sig-
nificant funding increases since its last
authorization.

The tragic result is that routine con-
traception services have been limited
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over the last decade, and that has
meant unwanted pregnancy and, in
turn, unnecessarily high rates of both
low birthweight babies and abortions.

With this legislation, I hope that we
can expand these services and move be-
yond the abortion debate to the health
debate. The continued use of the family
planning program as a pawn in this de-
bate is self-defeating, leaving poor
women with fewer and fewer ways to
prevent pregnancy.

ON THE GAG RULE

We should also move to eliminate re-
strictions on the ability of poor women
to get the best medical advice of the
health professionals that provide them
services, The administration has pro-
posed regulations to limit the ability
of doctors and nurses to counsel and
refer patients or even to answer point
blank questions with truthful answers.
This regulation—which is known as the
gag rule—is bad medicine, bad law, and
bad precedent.

This legislation would reverse the
gag rule and replace it with a codifica-
tion of the guidelines that were issued
by the Reagan administration on how a
family planning clinic should deal with
a pregnant woman. This is a simple ap-
proach: If a patient requests informa-
tion on pregnancy options, she should
be given that information. It should be
non-directive, it should be complete,
and it should be true.

This has been the practice of the pro-
gram practically from the time that
then-Congressman Bush first spoke in
favor of it and voted for it. It was for-
malized by the Reagan administration.
It is supported by all health provider
groups, including the American Medi-
cal Association and the American
Nurses Association. It should continue
to be the policy of the program.

ON PARENTAL NOTIFICATION

Finally, this bill contains an amend-
ment, added in the Commerce Commit-
tee to require that clinics receiving
funds under this program comply with
any State law in force that provides for
parental notification or consent for mi-
nors seeking abortions.

The first thing that I want to make
explicit is that title X funds cannot be
used to perform abortions. Nothing in
this bill changes that policy. This
amendment affects only title X clinics
that provide abortions with totally
separate, non-Federal funds.

The amendment requires that these
clinies comply with State law that is
in force on parental notification and
consent. The committee took this ap-
proach because of the widely varying
provisions of State parental involve-
ment law. Some States require it, some
States do not. Some States make ex-
ceptions for medical emergencies.
Some States allow notification to
grandparents. Some States allow coun-
seling by clergy instead.

Rather than superceding this variety
of laws, the committee chose to recog-
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nize these laws in a States rights man-
ner. It would be inappropriate to over-
ride State laws in this extremely com-
plex area through a small grants pro-
gram.
CONCLUSION

In closing, I would simply reempha-
size that the Federal family planning
program is our best hope to achieve
many maternal and child health goals.
To reduce unwanted pregnancy we
should make family planning widely
available. To lower abortion rates we
should give women the ability to pre-
vent pregnancy. Family planning is not
the problem. It is the solution,
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Mr. BLILEY. Madam Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Virginia for yielding this time to me.

Madam Chairman, today pro-abor-
tion Members of the House are at-
tempting to overturn the 1988 title X
regulations, designed to separate abor-
tion from birth control in America's
family planning clinics.

These pro-life, pro-family planning
regulations have withstood the test of
judicial serutiny by the highest court
in the land and are strongly backed by
President Bush, Dr. Sullivan, Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services,
and Dr. Archer, who heads the Nation's
family planning program. These mod-
est rules are strongly supported by
every pro-life organization in America.

Last year, pro-abortion Members
sought to stymie the regulations using
the very popular HHS appropriations
bill as a vehicle. You will recall that
the President vetoed the entire appro-
priations measure over this singular
issue. And despite millions in advertis-
ing by Planned Parenthood and others
who have a direct financial interest in
gutting these regulations, the House
courageously sustained that veto
choosing to safeguard unborn babies
from the butchery of abortion.

This bill, too, will be vetoed by the
President, notwithstanding passage of
any or all of the fig leaf-like pending
amendments, which I hasten to add, do
nothing to correct this egregiously
flawed piece of legislation before us
today.

Madam Chairman and members of
the committee, the title X regulations
we seek to preserve are sound, bal-
anced, humane and fully consistent
with the original intent of the title X
program-—preventive family planning
services.

Members may recall that the original
conference report in 1970 accompanying
the enactment of the title X program
said: *'It is and has been the intent of
both Houses that funds authorized
under this legislation be used only to
support preventive planning services."”

Let me just say at this point that if
Members buy into the notion that
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abortion can be used as a method of
family planning; if Members subscribe
to advoeating and facilitating—with
fat grants from Uncle Sam—the violent
destruction of unborn babies by way of
counseling and referral, your vote is in
favor of H.R. 3090.

But make no mistake about it, hun-
dreds of thousands of helpless infants
will die if these humanitarian regula-
tions are overturned. I urge Members
and encourage you to remember, the
very next time you hold a baby in your
arms, and look into an infant's eyes, to
think back on this strategic oppor-
tunity offered to you today to save
countless lives. We're not talking
about eradicating cancers or diseases
here, we're talking about slaughtering
our offspring.

By now you may know that Planned
Parenthood—a major recipient of the
title X funds—performs, counsels and
refers for over 200,000 abortions per
yvear. In my view that's an outrage and
in my view a national scandal. At a
minimum the facilitation of this child
abuse with Federal funding must stop.

Some Members may argue that abor-
tion ought to be treated just like any
other medical procedure.

I respectfully submit that if preg-
nancy were a disease and abortion its
cure, counseling and referring mothers
to abortion mills would be the moral
equivalent of excising a tumor.

But each of us knows, in our heart of
hearts, that abortion methods rip and
tear and dismember the fragile bodies
of children while other methods of
abortion kill innocent children with a
variety of poisons.

Each of us knows in our hearts that
every single, solitary abortion stops a
beating heart.

There is absolutely nothing humane
or compassionate about injecting salt
water into a child or using a razor
blade-tipped suction machine to dis-
member that baby.

That is child abuse.

Madam Chairman, all this talk of
free speech in the form of counseling
and referring for abortions, I would
submit, is an affront to human dignity
and the special preciousness of chil-
dren.

The policy-changing language in H.R.
3090 is antichild. And if you can live
with your own conscience in sending
these babies and their wvulnerable
mothers, very often teenagers, to abor-
tion mills, I guess that is your burden
to carry. But I must say that after 12
yvears as a Member of Congress I con-
tinue to be profoundly shocked, deeply
dismayed and more often these days
just plain saddened that highly intel-
ligent and capable people, men and
women in this Chamber that I deeply
respect, could fail to see that abortion
on demand is child abuse. It truly sick-
ens the heart.

I urge defeat of this antichild legisla-
tion, vote **no’* on H.R. 3090.
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Mr. BLILEY. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY].

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLLOWAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

(Mr. LENT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LENT. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I rise to oppose this legislation.

Madam Chairman, last year, the Supreme
Court upheld the Department of Health and
Human Services family planning regulations in
Rust versus Sullivan. In that case the court
stated that:

The Government can, without wviolating
the Constitution, selectively fund a program
to encourage certain activities it believes to
be in the public interest, without at the
same time funding an alternate program
which seeks to deal with the problem in an-
other way. In doing so, the Government has
not discriminated on the basis of viewpoint;
it has merely chosen to fund one activity to
the exclusion of the other.

When the Government appropriates public
funds to establish a program it is entitled to
define the limits of that program. Defining lim-
its and conditioning the receipt of funds is
something that this Congress does constantly
when legislating. The regulations prohibiting
abortion advocacy are merely conditions on
the receipt of funds. By accepting title X funds,
a recipient is voluntarily consenting to any re-
strictions placed on those funds. Potential
grant recipients can choose between accept-
ing title X funds—subject to the condition that
they not engage in abortion counseling—or
declining the funds and financing their own
program. They can't have it both ways.

It should be pointed out that the regulations
were promulgated because title X grantees
were not properly implementing the statute.
This was revealed in studies conducted by the
General Accounting Office and the Office of
the Inspector General. Title X grantees were
imposing their point of view on title X clients
to the exclusion of other viewpoints—that
abortion was a valid and preferred method of
family planning.

Abortion as a method of family planning en-
courages irresponsibility. | urge those Mem-
bers who want to promote traditional family
values and true family planning to oppose this
legislation and uphold the regulations.

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Madam Chairman,
this bill, clearly and simply, would re-
quire counseling and referral for abor-
tion as an option in federally funded
clinics. Make no mistake about it, this
bill would remove pro-life regulations
which separate abortion from birth
control. This bill would require that
abortion be presented as a birth con-
trol option in over 4,000 Government-
funded clinics—even though 88 percent
of Americans consider this unaccept-
able.

Some have said that this is a restric-
tion of the flow of information between
a patient and her physician. However,
there is another side to the issue that
deserves mention. It is clear that the

will
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majority of Americans consider it im-
moral to use abortion as a method of
family planning.

A 1991 poll revealed that a full 88 per-
cent of Americans oppose the use of
abortion as a method of birth control.
American taxpayers feel strongly that
they should not be forced to subsidize
abortion advocacy of any kind. Legal
abortion is no secret. On the contrary,
abortion clinics advertise openly and
are easy to locate. It is one thing for a
woman to choose an abortion. It is
quite another for clinic personnel to
strongly suggest it.

It's time to tell the truth about the
title X regulations. It is clearly an
issue of taxpayer's choice. It is wrong
to expect the majority of Americans
who oppose abortion as family plan-
ning to support a program that makes
no distinction between the two. It also
provides no way for parents to have
input in their daughter’'s decisions. In
this bill, abortion counseling and refer-
ral can be given to a child under age 18
without the parents’ knowledge. At a
time when a child must have parental
permission to get her ears pierced or go
on a field trip, it is wrong to exclude
parents from having input into a deci-
sion as important as abortion.

The fact is that title X was created
as a pregnancy prevention program. It
was intended to help poor women avoid
unplanned pregnancy and plan for the
arrival of each child. All discussion re-
garding title X makes it very clear
that there was never intended to be
any connection between title X activi-
ties and abortion-related activities.
The title X program is not a full-serv-
ice health program. Once a woman is
found to be pregnant she no longer
needs or is eligible for these services.
She must then be referred to prenatal
and social service providers.

Madam Chairman, it just does not
make sense for the Federal Govern-
ment to subsidize the promotion, coun-
seling, and referral for abortion in a
program that was created to help re-
duce the number of abortions.

We must remember that the Federal
Government is not obligated to sub-
sidize all legal activities. It is all right
for the Federal Government to pay for
antismoking campaigns. This does not
violate the first amendment rights of
those denied Government funds to pro-
mote smoking.

In 1991, the Supreme Court concluded
that ‘‘the Government may make a
value judgment favoring childbirth
over abortion, and * * * implement
that judgment by the allocation of pub-
lic funds.” Critics of this decision have
argued that the Court is encouraging a
lack of communication between the
doctor and patient. That is misleading.
We can never give more consideration
to one person's right to freedom of
speech than we do to the other person’s
right to be born.

Finally, this bill would mandate
speech by requiring the title X provider
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to offer abortion counseling even if it
is against their religious or moral be-
liefs.

It is difficult to wunderstand why
some Members feel that the taxpayers
are somehow obligated to fund an ac-
tivity that most Americans find mor-
ally wrong—the promotion of abortion
as family planning. Family planning
prevents pregnancy. Abortion stops a
beating heart.

At a time when the Congress has lost
the trust of the American people, we
must do what is right.

The taxpayers, not pro-abortion
forces, pay for title X. I ask my col-
leagues to support family planning
with integrity and oppose this bill.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WyDEN], the author of the
legislation to overturn the rule.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam Chairman, I
would just make three points.

First and foremost, in the next few
days, family planning clinics all across
this country are going to have to de-
cide whether to comply with the gag
order or give up critical Federal funds.
So we are going to see medical pro-
grams faced with a very simple choice:
Tell the truth and give up essential
medical services that our citizens need.
I think it is clear that, when those
clinics have to make the decisions,
they understand what is really at issue
is the well-being of the poor.

Despite the administration’s position
to the contrary, the gag rule is alive
and well. I would say to all my col-
leagues the Congressional Research
Service, the legal research division,
has given us an opinion indicating that
doctors are still gagged. The American
Medical Association wants the gag rule
to go. But the law as it is stated on
paper keeps the gag rule alive.

Finally, I would ask my colleagues to
support. this legislation because with-
out it we will take another step toward
two-tier health care in America. Al-
ready the gap in health care is widen-
ing between the haves and have nots.
Without this legislation the gap will
get wider.

Madam Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to support the bill.

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Chairman,
it’s time to focus on the truth about
the title X family planning regula-
tions. In the year since the Supreme
Court’s decision, there has been a in-
cessant smokescreen of distortions
about the regulations and what they
do.

The Court upheld these regulations
because they properly interpret the
Congress' 21-year exclusion of abortion
as a method of family planning in fed-
erally funded clinics. The truth is sim-
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ply this: The Congress and the Amer-
ican public do not equate elective abor-
tion with birth control.

Title X was enacted over 2 years be-
fore the Roe versus Wade decision;
however, its relationship to abortion
was a matter of controversy from the
beginning. At the time, some backers
of the legislation wanted abortion
present in the program as a method of
family planning, but the House and
Senate, through section 1008, rejected
this direction.

Why is it then, that abortion is sug-
gested again as a component of the
family planning program? Why is abor-
tion presented in a slightly different
manner each time that title X comes
up for consideration?

We must keep the important but lim-
ited role of the family planning pro-
gram clear: it is a preconception pre-
vention program. We have always de-
fined and structured it in this manner.
When a client is diagnosed pregnant
she must be referred for continuing
care. It is inappropriate for title X
clinics to advise women on pregnancy
decisions.

We must maintain a wall of separa-
tion between abortion and family plan-
ning. Abortion is not family planning.
It is family cancellation. It is that sim-
ple.

I include for the RECORD a letter
signed by a number of organizations in
opposition to H.R. 3090.

THE ABORTION Is NOT FAMILY PLANNING

COALITION
APRIL 30, 1992.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed national grassroots organizations,
want you to know that we consider the up-
coming vote on the Title X reauthorization
bill (H.R. 3090) to be a crucial pro-life vote of
this session. Our voting records and our
grassroots activities will reflect the impor-
tance we assign this issue.

Last year, President Bush vetoed the en-
tire $204 billion Labor/HHS appropriations
bill because of a provision to overturn the
Title X regulations. The President will veto
H.R. 3090.

H.R. 3090 would overturn the regulations
maintaining the Title X program’s statutory
separation of abortion and family planning
methods, and would also mandate counseling
and referral for abortion as a routine method
of family planning in Title X clinics.

From its inception, this family planning
program was intended to promote preventa-
tive family planning options. This was made
crystal clear in its 1970 statute and con-
ference report. These common sense regula-
tions were necessary only when it became
clear that taxpayer funding was being used
to funnel tens of thousands of women and
young girls to abortion clinics each year.

Planned Parenthood, the nation's leading
abortion provider and leading recipient of
these funds, has spent millions of dollars to
convince you that this is not an abortion
issue—this, from an organization whose
abortion to prenatal care ratio is 32:1 (ac-
cording to 1988 statistics). And, in 1989
Planned Parenthood performed 122,191 abor-
tions in their own faecilities and referred
women and girls for another 100,000 abor-
tions.
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While Planned Parenthood has markoted
the “free speech’ argument quite aggres-
sively—and misleadingly—it has not been
disclosed the fact that it stands to lose $37
million a year, should abortion promotion be
excluded from the Title X program. As
Planned Parenthood pushed the ‘‘free
speech’” button publicly, it quietly demands
that our members pay millions and millions
of dollars to subsidize its abortion promotion
through abortion referrals, counseling for
abortion, scheduling clients for abortion, ar-
ranging transportation to abortion clinics,
and abortion follow-up.

We ask you to oppose H.R. 3090 and to sus-
tain President Bush's anticipated veto. We
will consider every vote in favor of H.R. 3090
a vote for abortion promotion in family plan-
ning clinics funded with our members' tax
dollars.

Sincerely,

Wanda Franz, Ph.D., President, National
Right to Life Committee; Pat Robert-
son, President, Christian Coalition;
Beverly LaHaye, President, Concerned
Women for America; Tom Glessner,
President, Christian Action Council;
Louis P. Sheldon, Chairman, Tradi-
tional Values Coalition; Gary Bauer,
President, Family Research Council;
Carl G. Anderson, Vice President for
Public Policy, Knights of Columbus;
Phyllis Schlafley, President, BEagle
Forum; and Richard Land, Executive
Director, Christian Life Commission,
Southern Baptist Convention,

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD].

Mrs. LL Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 3090, a 5-year re-
authorization of the Federal Family
Planning Program, title X of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act. Title X is a pri-
mary health care program intended to
make family planning services avail-
able to low-income women. The pro-
gram funds about 4,000 clinics that pro-
vide services to 4 million women annu-
ally.

Title X services are provided at ap-
proximately 141 clinic sites throughout
Tennessee. The third district has 14
clinics that are partially funded by
title X: 10 health department clinics, 2
planned parenthoods, and 2 others. On
average, each clinic serves 1,088 pa-
tients per year. Title X funds comprise
36 percent of each clinics family plan-
ning budget.

This is not a debate about abortion—
as its proponents claim. I've worked as
a voice for those who have had none
throughout the years I've served in the
Congress. Since the inception of the
title X program in 1970, there has been
a prohibition of title X funds for abor-
tion services. Reports by the General
Accounting Office and the Department
of Health and Human Service's inspec-
tor general have subst